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University of Minnesota, Morris 
Scholastic Committee 
Minutes #6, December 3 and 10, 2002 
 
The Scholastic Committee met on December 3 and December 10 at 3:00 o'clock in the Moccasin 
Flower room. 
 
Members present 12/3: W.Cox, M. Fohl, C. Gonzalez, R. Heyman, K. Klinger (Coordinator). B. 
McQuarrie, L. Meek (Chair), J. Mullin, R. Richards, K. Sharp, C. Specketer, R. Thielke, M. 
Uttke,  
 
Members present 12/10: W. Cox, M. Fohl, R. Heyman, K. Klinger (Coordinator). B. McQuarrie, 
L. Meek (Chair), J. Mullin, R. Richards, K. Sharp, C. Specketer, R. Thielke  
 
The November 26th minutes were approved as amended.  There were no petitions. 
Both meetings were spent discussing the information provided by Scott Hagg, departing Director 
of Admissions.  Between meetings, Chair Meek formulated additional questions for Hagg, based 
on our discussions.  The questions and Hagg’s answers appear after the first paragraph. 
 
Hagg had indicated that he reviews all applications and makes all final admission decisions.  
Several members felt that admission of so many students shouldn’t be based on a single point-of-
view.  In earlier years, admissions staff were advocates for applicants they had recruited.  In the 
1980’s, a faculty sub-committee made decisions about borderline candidates.  Long-time 
UMM’ers were not aware of a time when only the director made the decision.  How long has the 
director acted alone?  Why was this change made?  Several questions also were raised about the 
criteria for admission.  For many years, applicants needed an AAR of 115 (two x the ACT 
composite + the student’s high school rank).  The composite ACT alone was also considered, 
and students needed to provide an ACT before admission.  Are students with an AAR of 115 
being denied admission?  Hagg had given examples illustrating the many factors weighted 
together to determine whether an applicant is offered admission.  The committee supported 
looking at more than ACT and the AAR but would like to see written statements explaining the 
criteria.  Is there a minimum criterion or set of criteria a candidate must meet?  Mention was 
made of the authority of the Scholastic Committee to review the admission plan.  What is the 
plan?  None of us remembers seeing one.  UMM has reestablished deadline dates after a period 
of time when admissions were accepted on a rolling basis.  Why are we changing back?  How do 
the two methods compare?  Chair Meek sent out a draft set of questions to the committee.   
 
 
Follow-up Questions for  Scott Hagg 
 
Dear Scott, Here are some questions the Scholastic Committee has after you spoke with us in 
November. I know you must be very busy since you will be leaving soon, but if you could 
possibly take some time to answer these, we would appreciate it. Leslie  
 
1. How and why was the decision made to stop using the AAR as a criterion for admission to 
UMM?  
 The AAR is still used as a guideline in the admission process.  We have not denied any 
student with an AAR of 115 or higher.  But what we wanted to do was review each file 
individually to get a better feel for each applicant to UMM.  
 
2. How and why was the decision made to have one person review and make the final decision 
on admittance? How long has this been occurring? What was the previous decision making 
process and why was it changed? 
 This process has been in place ever since I arrived at UMM.  Rod Oto made all admission 
decisions and I was the back-up if he was out of the office.  Today, Jennifer Zych and Leslie 
Zenk each have authority to make admission decisions in addition to myself.  We could seek 
assistance from outside of the office to make admission decisions, but trying to locate 
staff/faculty with time available to evaluate applications is difficult.  
 
3. What do other institutions like UMM use as admissions criteria? Who makes the admission 
decisions at those institutions?  
 I can not say with 100% accuracy that this takes place, but...at competitive schools like 
Carleton each file is reviewed  and evaluated by two different staff members in the admission 
office.  All the files then go to the review committee to have a final decision made.  As far as I 
know, only admission staff members are on the committees.  
 
4. Is there some minimum below which we would not admit a student (minimum GPA, 
minimum ACT, minimum High School Rank, minimum AAR, etc)?  
 A student with an AAR in the 70-89 range is typically not admitted unless special 
circumstances apply.  ACT composite score of 14 or below is not admitted.  
 
5. Do we ever refuse admittance to students who have an AAR of above 115? If so, why?  
 To date we have not denied admittance to a student with an AAR of 115 or above.  
 
6. What are the advantages and disadvantages to UMM of rolling admissions versus deadlines 
for applications to be admitted?  
 Rolling Admission  
 Advantages - students know decision quickly, if student is admitted in September we do 
not have enough communications to sustain contact until May 1(aside from phone calls and e-
mails)  
 Disadvantages - not perceived as highly selective, view applications over a period of time 
rather than at once (more difficult to control quality), easier to maintain communications until 
May 1  
 
7. Could we get a bar graph in which applications, offers and confirmations are detailed month 
by month for last year?  
 I put a chart in the mail for you.  
 
8. Do certain high schools produce more students who cannot compete at UMM than others and 
is there any way to track this?  
 This I do not know.  We have not kept track of this information.  
 
9. In that perfect world without staffing restrictions and budget shortfalls, what would be the 
ideal admissions process for UMM?  
 
Stucture  
Associate Vice Chancellor for Enrollment (reporting to the Chancellor and is part of the VC 
group)  
Director of Admission  
Assistant Director of Admission Operations  
Five Admission Counselors  
Application Coordinator  
Campus Visit Coordinator  
 
Location  
It would be best to move Admissions to first floor Community Services building (bookstore and 
duplicating areas).  This is close to parking, easy to find, and has enough space to provide 
meeting rooms for admission counselors and guests.  
These are the improvements I can think of at this moment.  
 
If I need to clarify any of my comments, please let me know.  I am out of the office Wednesday 
through Friday of this week, but back in the office all next week.  -Scott  
 
 
At the December 10th meeting, Chair Meek asked whether there are additional issues we want to 
raise with Admissions.  The Scholastic Committee should provide oversight of Admissions.  
Hiring the Chancellor for Enrollment first could mean a delay of one to two years in hiring a 
director of Admissions. 
 
The issue of criteria for admission was raised by several members.  It is clear that students with 
high scores will be admitted.  What are the criteria for those in the middle?  Specketer felt it 
would be harder to make a judgement of the middle candidates.  How does Hagg decide between 
one candidate and another?  Meek wished the criteria were more quantifiable and less vague.  
McQuarrie felt that applicants should know the process and the criteria.  Hagg had explained 
there were many factors that he considered, but several members wanted to know more about 
how he applied them to make a decision.  Heyman wanted to see the process and structure 
specified.  Categories should be weighted and structure should be clearly defined.  K. Klinger 
and R. Thielke explained that an effort had been made to broaden the criteria some years ago 
when questions were raised about the fairness of the ACT for all cultural groups as well as for 
older students.  Former and long-time director R. Vikander argued that you can’t change the 
standards from one year to another.  We spoke for a time about who it is UMM wants to attract.  
Meek asked whether the quality of our students has slipped.  Richards felt it had, and that he is 
seeing more students who shouldn’t be here.  Thielke noted there has been a slight decline in the 
average ACT score and a larger drop in HSR.  Richards sees us as less competitive with financial 
aid and not able to offer the range of courses offered at other colleges.  Mullin wondered whether 
our graduates are succeeding and what they are like when they leave.  Heyman noted there is a 
huge body of literature about who succeeds in college.  What do we know from the literature?  
Thielke remembered that UMM had hired the Noel Levitz Consultants to work with the 
Admissions staff following former director Oto’s departure; they were aware of all of the latest 
research and practices.  She also mentioned that recent high school profile of learning standards 
may change the expectations our students will have of what a college education should be. 
 
Meek will meet with K. Klinger to draft a note to the Dean to remind him that the Scholastic 
Committee has oversight of Admissions and to ask to be involved in the search as well as in 
setting criteria.  Any changes in admission policy must go through the Scholastic Committee. 
 
